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unique, it was quite simply a stupid decision. Those advocates of
prudence who contend that it was necessary to let the Nazi storm
burst somewhere (and that it would certainly have burst in Russia)
might, it is true, argue that the liberty, the dignity and, indeed, the
very existence of France depended on the crushing of the Third
Reich. But the weakened France of 1939 was no more capable of
crushing the Third Reich than is the conquered and still weaker
France of 1943. On the other hand, it was natural and even inevit-
able that Russia, the United States and Great Britain, all stronger
than France, all further away from Germany, should have com-
bined their efforts to break the Axis, A France which had remained
neutral would perhaps to-day be m a position to contribute more to,
the Allied victory. What could Germany have done against Britain
without the aerodromes which the Battle of France put at her
disposal ?
Of course Germany could have invaded France in any case,
instead of turning immediately against Russia; but in that case
France would have had a certain respite, Germany would have
been clearly the aggressor, France would have avoided the cruel
disillusion and humiliation of seeming to have undertaken a task
well beyond her strength. Like Belgium or Holland, she would
have been simply a victim and far more united than she is to-day.
There never would have been a Vichy, for Vichy was not only the
liquidation of a defeat, but also the disavowal of a policy that the
outcome of events had condemned and upon which the country
was deeply divided. That national unity which alone could have
authorized the transfer of the powers of government to North
Africa did not exist in June 1940. It did not exist because the
Germans could say to the French what they could not say to the
Belgians or to the Dutch: Vous Vavez voulu. Laval found himself
in a far stronger, a far more defensible position than Quisling,
because he could say that he, personally, had not wanted war* And
P6tam could pose as a saviour and denounce "the lies which have
lost France," because the whole policy which made of France the
shield of Europe against the Third Reich had been one of those
"lies.'* A France which had only been a victim would have found
more pity abroad, more unity at home. How is it possible to refute
this sophism without insisting upon the nature of the decision
taken by France in 1939? And it is not possible to defend that